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Raudsepp; Mr. J. Dracontaidis. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 9:10 am. 


Approval of Agenda 


Dr. Kenniff advised that Dr. Bertrand wished to make a report under Items 
for Information, and it was agreed that the Vice-Rector, Services, be added 
to the Agenda as item VIII, 1), 3). 


The Agenda, as presented and changed, was approved. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the next 3 Agenda items would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked that those in attendance who were not 


members of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


Dr. Kenniff conveyed apologies from the Secretary who had been unable to 
complete the Minutes of the Senate Meeting of 1 May 1992 in time for 
distribution and approval at today's meeting; and he advised that with 
Senate's indulgence they would be carried over for approval at the next 
meeting. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff advised that at its meeting of 20 May 1992, the 
Board of Governors approved the operating and Capital Budgets for 
1992/93 which had been submitted with the comments of Senate; that the 
budget which was tabled in Québec City by the Minister of Finance on 14 
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May 1992, contained an additional 2% cut to the non-teaching salary 
budgets of Québec universities, as well as the removal of any indexation of 
non-salary expenditures; and that once the full impact of this compression 
had been identified and quantified, the situation would be reviewed, and, if 
necessary, a revised Budget would be submitted in the Fall. 


Dr. Kenniff announced that at its last meeting, the Board of Governors 
confirmed the appointments of Dr. G. Valaskakis as Dean, Faculty of Arts 
and Science, and Dr. M. Kusy as the first Dean of the School of Graduate 
Studies. He also announced the appointments of Dr. T. Bui as Associate 
Vice-Rector, Academic (Research), for a 3-year term beginning | June 
1992, and Dr. R. Diubaldo as the Director of the School of Continuing 
Education for a 5-year term also beginning on 1 June 1992; and a 1-year 
extension in Dr. M.N.S. Swamy's term as Dean, Faculty of Engineering 
and Computer Science, to 31 May 1993. 


Items for Information 


Dean Valaskakis announced that Dr. Jane Stewart, Department of 
Psychology, had received an Honorary Degree from Queens University. 


In presenting the report from the Senate Research Committee concerning the 
results of research grant competitions which was being tabled for 
information, (document US-92-6-D4), Dr. Lightstone advised that 
Concordia was more than holding its own with respect to NSERC at a time 
when NSERC funding was slipping nation-wide; that with respect to 
FCAR, our applications and success rate had increased significantly and 
concurrently; and that the same was true with respect to SSHRC where we 
have had a very dramatic increase in the number of applications over the last 
three years, and a corresponding increase in our success rate. He also 
commented on what he described as the remarkable rate of success with 
respect to external research funding as a result of strategies adopted by the 
University, including the institution of the Faculty Research Development 
Programme (FRDP). 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to his report (document 
US-92-6-D24) which was being tabled for information in response to a 
request for clarification of the rules governing leaves and consulting 
activities of faculty and administration, (document US-92-6-DS5). 


In response to a "Notice of Motion" from Prof. Newman, (document 
US-92-6-D6), concerning the presentation of University budgets to Senate, 
Dr. Cohen advised that members of Senate who had participated in the 
budget exercises during the past few years would realize that one of the 
objectives of the process was to make budgets more understandable with 
respect to the choices that were being made in terms of funding, and also to 
make it clear how University priorities and development were driven by the 
budget, e.g., the FRDP; that an attempt had been made to make the budget 
process more collegial than it previously had been, but that the "Notice of 
Motion" indicated to him that this had not been as successful as had been 
hoped; and that with respect to the 1993/94 budgets, a serious effort would 
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be made to improve both the presentation and the process, using all 
expertise available in the University. He also advised that early in the year, 
tabled, and well before the budget was briefing sessions would be held for 
the purposes of attempting to identify relevant questions and issues, and to 
involve as many people as possible in order to enlighten those responsible 
for preparing the budget as to appropriate choices, etc. ; and that while an 
effort would be made to make the budget document more understandable, it 
would mean starting much earlier in terms of raising certain issues and 
discussing broadly the terms of potential solutions. He cautioned, however, 
that involvement in decision-making, 1.e., collegiality, could not be made 
totally an effort-free exercise, and that it implied hard work on the part of 
those participating in the process. 


Dr. Bertrand reported that Me Gaudet, the Secretary-General, had written to 
the Office des Professions de Québec requesting that the necessary steps be 
taken to amend the Government regulations concerning Concordia's degree 
nomenclature for those degrees that give access to a license or a right to 
practice in one of the regulated professions; and that while no difficulty was 
expected with respect to this, it would probably take from 6 to 9 months to 
amend the appropriate legislation which would allow Concordia to issue 
degrees in the new nomenclature. He also reported with respect to t e moves 
which were now under way vis-a-vis the completion of the new Library 
complex, and the necessary restricted access to the building until the general 
opening on 15 August 1992. 


Question Period 


In response to a question from Prof. Brian concerning access to the Library 
Building for students who had already made appointment commitments, and 
subsequent appointments, with the Centre for Mature Students which would 
be relocated on 1 June 1992, Dr. Bertrand explained that the individuals 
involved should be provided with an appropriate note or letter of 
explanation by the Centre. With respect to this, Dr. Kenniff suggested, and 
Dr. Bertrand concurred that, alternatively, a list containing the names of the 
Mature Student interviewees could be provided to the Library Building 
security personnel. A concern was also expressed by Mr. Lowther with 
respect to the difficulties which History students would be subjected to in 
terms of access to the Library Building vis-a-vis registration and course 
changes, etc. 


Dr. Kenniff suggested, and it was agreed that he turn the Chair over to Dr. 
Bertrand during consideration of Agenda Items X and XI. 


Additional information concerning the appointment of Dean, Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration. 


Dr. Kenniff drew members’ attention to the written responses from Me 
Gervais, Chairman, Board of Governors, (document US-92-6-D25), and 
from himself (document US-92-6-D26), to the motions which had been 
adopted by Senate at its last meeting, (documents US-92-6-D7 and 
US-92-6-D8), which documents, he advised, had been distributed prior to 


the beginning of the meeting. He read his response (document 
US-92-6-D26) containing additional information with respect to the 
appointment of the Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


Referring to a statement on page 4, (document US-92-6-D26), that "..it was 
my view that the administrative experience of the candidates should be given 
a certain weight.", Prof. Kryzanowski raised a question as to whether the 
Rector had any reason to believe that this had not been done by the 
Advisory Search Committee and by the Chair of that Committee. 


Dr. Kenniff replied that he could not really respond to the question because 
he had not been a part of the Advisory Search Committee, nor its 
deliberations; and that what he had had at that particular time was the 
conclusions of the Committee. At the same time, in response to a comment 
from Prof. Kryzanowski that the Rector had had discussions with the head 
of the Advisory Search Committee, Dr. Kenniff stated that he was not 
saying that that item was not considered as part of the overall picture, but 
that in saying that it had to be given a certain weight, he perhaps was giving 
it more weight than the Advisory Search Committee had done. 


Prof. Kryzanowski stated that since the person appointed had been dealing 
with the Vice-Rector, Academic, surely the Vice-Rector had given that a 
certain amount of weight in making her decision. 


Dr. Kenniff replied that in this regard, he had pointed out in his statement 
that there was a difference of opinion; and that he was not saying this with 
respect to the Vice-Rector, Academic, who was part of the Advisory Search 
Committee, but with the Advisory Search Committee in its conclusion, and 
with the conclusion reached as well by the Chair of that Committee. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that this was the first time that she had seen the 
statements from Me Gervais and Dr. Kenniff; that the tenor of the 
statements was not something that perhaps she would have agreed to; and 
that if Senate wished, she also could prepare a statement dealing with the 
issues, since she did not expect them to appear in these statements today, 
and deposit it with Senate at its next meeting in the Fall. 


Ms. Graham wondered whether the Rector was cognizant of the Rules and 
Procedures for Evaluation Committees and Advisory Search Committees, 
including Articles 32 and 33, and particular Article 32 which stated that 
"The Chairman of the Advisory Search Committee shall transmit to the 
Board of Governors the recommendations of the Advisory Search 
Committee. The officer to whom the position to be filled reports shall also 
transmit to the Board of Governors a personal recommendation". Noting 
that the particular clause did not include any mention of the Rector 
whatsoever, she wondered whether the Rector saw his role in the process as 
an intercessional one; and she suggested that if so, perhaps a particular role 
allowing the Rector to intercede if he saw fit should be written into the 
Rules and Procedures for Evaluation and Advisory Search Committees. 


Dr. Kenniff replied that indeed he was cognizant of the Articles referred to; 
that with respect to references to the transmittal of the report to the Board of 
Governors by the Advisory Search Committee and by the Chair of the 
Advisory Search Committee, which had been discussed extensively by 
Senate, that that indeed had been done, i.e., the report was transmitted to 
the Board of Governors in care of its Chairman in a letter addressed to the 
Chairman of the Board precisely in the way that it was done with respect to 
the two decanal appointments that he had announced earlier in this meeting; 
that at that particular point in time, the matter was brought to the Board of 
Governors at its December 1991 meeting; that in deciding to set up an ad 
hoc committee, and giving it the mandate to review the matter and bring 
back a recommendation, the Board was saying that the report of the 
Advisory Search Committee would be tabled with that ad hoc committee and 
considered by it, and that a recommendation eventually would be made to 
the full Board; that as he had said in his statement, and in retrospect, there 
were several ways in which this could have been done; that certainly it had 
never been his intention, nor was it ever stated by himself or by the 
Chairman of the Board, that they wished to prevent the report from being 
submitted to the entire Board, quite the contrary; that, at the meeting that 
was held on 17 December 1991 with Dr. Sheinin, the feeling was that 
matters of this nature should be considered by a committee of the Board, 
and that the documentation should be referred to that committee; that it was 
true that they could have proceeded differently, and that perhaps, in the 
future, if such a situation ever was to reoccur, the procedure should be 
different; and that, in retrospect, with respect to the controversy that the 
procedure had raised, he felt that if one could do "a fast rewind of the film", 
perhaps it would have been better for the report to have been submitted to 
the entire Board of Governors. 


Responding to a follow-up question from Ms. Graham as to whether the 
Rector viewed this as a sort of an irregular incident, Dr. Kenniff advised 
that he did not; that whether it was the best procedure that might have been 
followed, in retrospect, and considering the amount of debate that it had 
generated, it probably wasn't the best procedure; that as he had noted in his 
statement with respect to what the Board of Governors was to do in such a 
situation, the rules at the present time were silent; and that his own 
perspective on this was that it was his hope that this was one of the issues 
that would be dealt with by the Groome Committee in recommending 
improvements to the existing procedure. 


Ms. Graham stated that her major concern was not the written rules, but 
rather the unwritten understanding of the way in which procedures in the 
University take place; that she saw these as the most basic tenets on which 
the foundation of the University was built; that if those basic tenets were not 
understood, although they are unwritten, she would continue to have great 
concern about the way the University was run and would continue to be 
run, unless the unwritten tenets litigiously were written down article by 
article, but which she did not think ever could be done, i.e., she did not 
think that the kind of mentality that underscores unwritten procedures ever 
could be written down word by word; and that her concern continued to be 
that that unwritten modus operandi was not understood, e.g., consensus 


building and collegiality, which were words that had been reiterated at 
Senate throughout these meetings and with respect to which she had heard 
very good definitions, yet she did not think that they could be enforced 
litigiously, but that rather, they had to be understood. 


Referring to a statement on page 5., document US-92-6-D26, that "... he 
has overwhelming support within the Faculty...", Prof. Kryzanowski 
wondered whether it would not have been useful to have polled the Faculty, 
whether senior administrators were somewhat different than department 
chairs where departments were polled, and whether it would have been so 
difficult to poll the Faculty with respect to this. By way of explanation, he 
stated that what he was referring to was very much an imperical type of 
question, 1.e., that such a statement could not be made without some sort of 
evidence; and that there had been either verbal discussions to give that 
impression, which meant that some people had provided information and 
other people had not, or that an alternative approach would have been to poll 
the Faculty to get the opinions of the faculty members. 


In replying to the above, Dr. Kenniff stated that it was an interesting 
suggestion perhaps for the future; that from the various procedures that the 
Groome Committee had been looking at, there were some universities that 
followed that sort of model; and that it might well be done in cases like this 
in the future. 


Prof. Segovia stated that this particular issue had been discussed on several 
occasions and at length, and that in his own mind, he had always 
distinguished clearly those involved in the process and the process itself, 
1.e., it had never been an issue of the person who was the output of the 
process, but rather the issue was the process and not necessarily the process 
output; that on several occasions, he had explained to the Steering 
Committee that the Board of Governors appointed an Advisory Search 
Committee and empowered the Committee to do a particular task, i.e., it 
asked the Committee to recommend to the Board as to who the Committee 
thought would be the best candidate to be the Dean of a Faculty, and it had 
empowered the Committee to do so; that the Advisory Search Committee 
had done its job, and in compliance with its accountability vis-a-vis the 
Board of Governors, it had submitted its recommendation; that furthermore, 
the Board of Governors had a Chair who was accountable to the Board, and 
who was empowered by the Board; that in his view, it was the obligation of 
the Chair of the Board of Governors to report to the people to whom he was 
accountable, and that by doing so, he would only be doing his job, i.e., his 
obligation; that the reason that Senate has been discussing this issue for 
several months was because the Chair had not submitted the report to the 
Board of Governors; and that in his mind, the issue had nothing to do with 
the people involved, i.e., neither the candidates nor the person appointed, 
but rather, it was the process. 


In her remarks, Prof. Newman stated that she appreciated the comments 
which had been provided by the Rector, but she expressed the wish that 
members could have had more time in which to digest them than what was 
available; that she was in agreement with most of what has been said; that in 


reading the comments, she understood that the Rector believed that the 
choice was wrong and for certain reasons; that particularly, the reason 
seemed to be that the administrative activity of the person that he had chosen 
might be better than that of the other individual, that this might not have 
been considered by the Committee, etc., but that all of that could have been 
found out simply by consulting with the Vice-Rector, Academic; and that as 
was heard at the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council meeting, 
even the Vice-Rector, Academic, could not agree that this should have been 
changed. She also wished to state that the model that this sets for the 
University, whereby the person in power makes a decision irrespective of 
the wishes of everybody else, was a model which, if allowed to stand, 
would descend to other levels of the University; that this had already 
occurred in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration whereby the 5 
Departmental Chairs made an unanimous proposal for a Director of the 
Executive MBA programme and where the Board of Governors passed a 
resolution stating in effect that the position should be searched, but where 
the Dean picked his own candidate, disregarding completely the view of the 
Chairs; that, in her opinion, the way in which the Rector and the 
Vice-Rector proceed had a great influence on the way that the Deans and the 
Chairs proceed; and that that model of behaviour could not be condoned. In 
addition, she stated that she had hoped to find in the Rector's statement 
some sort of apology and some sort of promise that this would not occur 
again; that although there was a statement to the effect that the Rector hoped 
that the situation would not occur again, she presumed that that meant that 
an Advisory Search Committee never again would make a suggestion for an 
appointment that he did not agree with; and that she had not heard him say 
that he would not use this behaviour again, but that perhaps he might wish 
to do so now. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the above assessment was partly correct, but that 
he had not said that this would never occur again or that there would never 
be a situation involving a particular decision, be it his or that of anyone else; 
that it has happened frequently in this University that recommendations 
from departments have been changed either by a Dean or a Vice-Rector, 
Academic, with respect to appointments; that this was not something that 
was unusual; and that while it was exceptional, and did not happen very 
often, it was part of the academic mores of the institution. That with respect 
to his statement about this not recurring again, he advised that he wished to 
put that into the context of his presentation to the Groome Committee where 
he had urged very strongly that they review the existing procedures in the 
direction of perhaps making the short list of candidates public, of doing 
more interactive things with the communities more directly interested in 
appointments to be made, etc; and that he was convinced that if that kind of 
procedure was to be implemented, this situation would not arise. He 
reiterated that what he had said in his statement had to be put into the context 
of what he has said elsewhere, i.e., that he was a strong proponent of 
opening up the evaluation and search process; that he had defended that 
position and would continue to do so, and which he felt would go a long 
way toward solving some of the substantive issues that have been raised; 
that a previous suggestion to the effect that perhaps the Rector should have 
input into the search process was not beyond the realm of possibility either, 


and would go a long way toward ensuring at least that the Rector's 
viewpoint was heard on some of these issues early in the process; that as he 
had said also in his statement that insofar as the procedure was concerned, 
he regretted that it had unfolded as it had, and that it had led to the 
controversy that it did; that as he had said a few moments ago "if one could 
rewind the film," it probably would have been preferable that the report had 
been distributed to the entire Board of Governors; but that he would not 
extend his statement to the point of abdicating any responsibility that had 
been given to him by virtue of the of f ice that he held, or to anyone else that 
might hold that office. 


Prof. Newman thanked Dr. Kenniff for his clarification, and expressed the 
opinion that extensive consultation with the faculty was a great idea, but 
which, she argued, was the reason that we had a search committee; that if 
the Rector believed that after all of the consultation there was no reason to 
take account of what people have said, the procedure was nothing but 
window dressing; and that the Rector did not have the right to substitute his 
wisdom for that of everyone else, particularly on academic questions, and 
which, in her opinion, was why we had a Vice-Rector, Academic. 


Prof. Kryzanowski stated that while it might be fun to kick around the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, there were many examples in 
other areas in the University e.g., the Faculty of Arts and Science in terms 
of the appointment of departmental chairs, and that unless some constraints 
were placed on the process, the situation could become very dangerous; that 
by way of example, it was his understanding that recently in the Faculty of 
Arts and Science, a poll of a particular department supported the only 
candidate for the position of Chair, that the advisory search committee 
supported the only candidate, that people who were unhappy with that 
decision began writing letters, and that if the same thing were to happen as 
happened last year whereby someone who was not even a candidate was 
appointed to the position, that process left much to be desired; that if we 
were going to obtain natural justice in terms of people coming forward for 
positions, and people sitting on advisory search committees, etc., the 
process was going to have to have some control; and that senior 
administrators, before they overturn decisions, should get other people 
involved in the process. 


Dr. Bertrand suggested that if the thrust of the above comment was that the 
search committee procedures should apply below the level of Dean, it would 
be more appropriate to the Senate discussion on the report from the Groome 
Committee which was expected in the Fall. In response to an attempt by 
Prof. Kyzanowski to counter his suggestion, Dr. Bertrand advised that he 
would return the floor to Prof. Kryzanowski after those Senators who were 
on the speakers list had spoken, if he so wished; and that he had made his 
comments as Chair only in an attempt to clarify what Prof. Kryzanowski 
had said. 


Ms. Graham stated that two words had been used by the Rector which she 
treasured - "precedent" and "mores"; that in terms of what had been said 
earlier with respect to unwritten principles which applied to the modus 


operandi, these two words were critical; that unfortunately he had taken the 
opposite position to what she had hoped, e.g., he had said that there was 
precedent for the irregular procedure used with respect to the appointment of 
the Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration, and also that it was 
within the mores of the University for this kind of irregular process to 
occur; that this went to the core of the concern in the University that it not be 
precedent, that it not be within the mores, that this should not occur and that 
it certainly should not reoccur; that from what the Rector has said, she was 
given to believe that he believed that it was within the realm of possibility 
that it could occur again; that it was obvious that the kind of concern and 
dissatisfaction voiced by the faculty and students to date has had no effect 
and had come to naught; that if it was still considered within the realm of 
possibility for the future, we would have to be very worried; and that it was 
perfectly clear to her that what had occurred should not be considered to be 
based upon precedent or within the mores of the University. 


Responding to the above, Dr. Kenniff stated that he did not want his words 
to be taken out of context, that he was concerned that what he was trying to 
convey be conveyed, and that sometimes it was difficult to find the 
appropriate words to express it, particularly given the extremely difficult 
situation that he had had to face; that he had referred to precedent and mores 
within the institution merely to indicate that this was not, at the present time, 
as exceptional a situation if one looked at other levels within the University 
as it might appear to some people to be; that he agreed that it was impossible 
to codify every aspect of human behaviour into written rules, nor did he 
think that it was a good idea, and that he was a strong believer in the fact 
that many of the things that we do, we do by virtue of unwritten rules, by 
convention or by habit; that in this particular Case, the situation with respect 
to Board action in proceeding from the moment that it considered the matter 
in December 1991 and made its decision in January 1992 was not the 
subject at the present time of any written rules or guidelines, and that he had 
merely suggested earlier that perhaps it should be f or the future, but not 
because we have to codify every aspect of human behaviour, nor because 
people were not sensitive to the traditions and practices of the University or 
as to what the University was or should be; that while everyone might not 
agree on all aspects as to what the University was or should be, there was a 
broad consensus within the University to which he subscribed about the 
importance of involving people in the process; but that at the end of the day, 
however, it would remain that even if it was an exception and may never 
happen again, the people who were responsible for the final decision have 
to make that decision, not in a robotic manner, but by carefully considering 
what was placed before them. 


In responding to a question from Prof. Peluso as to what her feelings and 
beliefs were with respect to the issues, Dr. Sheinin advised that she would 
submit a statement to the next Senate meeting; that the expressions that we 
had heard from the Rector and from members of Senate at several meetings 
which had transpired since November 1991 were in accord; that it was her 
hope that the outcome of these deliberations would be such that there was a 
renewed understanding of what the academic sector of Concordia 
University was and the policies and procedures that should guide the 
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academic activities of that sector, including the selection of the academic 
administrative leadership, and that in her opinion that would be all to the 
good; that she was a great believer in the stress theory that one should never 
allow one second of anguish due to stress to pass without learning 
something from it; and that she hoped that these very stressful months 
which had ensued from what was to her a very fateful day of 16 November 
1992 would indeed change the University in such a way that none of these 
things would ever recur. 


By way of an interjection, Dr. Kenniff stated that he supported what the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, had just said. 


At the request of Prof. Drysdale, it was agreed that Senate proceed to 
Agenda Item XI, but at the same time keeping open the possibility of 
returning to Item X for consideration of any other motions that any member 
of Senate might wish to bring up. 


Resolution on the failure of the senior administration to comply with 
established Search Committee-Procedures 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY MS. 
GRAHAM, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE ACTIONS 
OF THE RECTOR AND THE CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS WITH RESPECT TO THE APPOINTMENT OF DEAN, 
FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, AS PROPOSED 
IN DOCUMENT US-92-6-D9 AS AMENDED, BE APPROVED. 


With reference to the "amended" resolution, Prof. Drysdale explained that 
the difference in terms of the resolution in the document that had been 
circulated to members of Senate was that the motion on the floor only 
applied to the resolution at the top of page 2, document US-92-6-D9 and not 
to the Interpretive Note at the bottom of page 2, nor to the Preamble on page 
1; and that in order to make any sense, the first 6 words of the resolution 
needed to be deleted so that the resolution could stand on its own, i.e., the 
words, "In view of the above considerations .... " have been deleted with 
respect to the motion on the floor. 


Prof. Drysdale stated that it was not a light nor an easy matter to bring this 
motion before Senate; that over the last several weeks he had taken a 
number of steps which had led to the motion; that members of Senate were 
aware that he had asked the Secretary to send to all members of Senate, 1.e., 
regular voting and non-voting, and observers, a copy of a draft of the 
resolution in a 4-page version, in addition to a cover sheet which called for 
response and advice from members of Senate regarding any aspects of the 
content of that document; that he had put this forward with the genuine wish 
of being advised by the response of Senators and the people to whom it was 
addressed; that in the last few weeks, he had spoken to the Chairman of the 
Board of Governors, the Rector, the 3 Vice-Rectors, and some of the 
Deans; that he had also received oral and written advice from many 
Senators, the great majority of whom had expressed support for the 
resolution; and that while he was glad to have had the opportunity to discuss 


the matter with the Chairman of the Board, the Rector, the Vice-Rectors, 
and some of the Deans, the substance of those conversations in no way had 
persuaded him as yet that the motion now before Senate was ill-advised or 
lacking in foundation. He further advised that it should be remembered that 
one of the main reasons that we had arrived at this point was because of. a 
motion that had been addressed to Senate by the Council of the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration; that at its meeting of 7 February 1992 the 
Faculty Council adopted a resolution which expressed grave concern about 
deviations from procedures traditionally followed in the appointment of 
senior administration, and which also called upon Senate to adopt a similar 
resolution; and that we had proceeded through the various steps that were 
much discussed and were well known to all members of Senate. In 
addition, he advised that he had given his reasoning at some length in the 
written statements which he had distributed to members of Senate and 
which he did not wish to repeat at this time, but that in discussing the 
motion, occasions might arise for exchanges regarding any of these 
particular matters. He also stated that there was, however, one question that 
might extend the range of consideration of factors that he would like to 
address and which had arisen in discussions with those that he had 
consulted about the resolution, i.e., the question as to who really was 
culpable in this whole process and whose responsibility was involved in the 
alleged violations or departures from procedure which had occurred in this 
case; that as members plainly could see, the resolution singled out the 
Rector and the Chairman of the Board, and the question that some have 
raised was whether that was fair; and that even if it was clear that the Rector 
and the Chairman of the Board acted wrongfully in failing to comply with 
the procedures, were there not others who had failed in one way or another 
in their responsibility?; that he had listened to arguments to the effect that 
several other parties or categories of people may have failed in their 
responsibilities in various ways, in addition to the Rector and the Chairman 
of the Board, and that he was going to mention these at this point without 
passing judgement personally on any of them because he felt that perhaps it 
would help to clear the air to bring into the discussion concerns which had 
been expressed; that there were 5 parties or categories of parties that had 
been singled out in addition to the Rector and the Chairman of the Board. in 
discussions that he had had, namely: the Vice-Rector, Academic, who, 
according to the argument, could have and perhaps should have insisted on 
presenting the Advisory Search Committee Report to the Board of 
Governors; the members of the Advisory Search Committee, who could 
have and perhaps should have insisted that their majority report be presented 
to the Board of Governors; the faculty and student members of the Board of 
Governors, who could have and perhaps should have insisted that the 
Advisory Search Committee Report be presented to the Board, and failing 
that, should have walked out of the Board of Governors meeting of 19 
December 1991, or even resigned their seats on the Board; the faculty and 
student members of the Board who served on the ad hoc committee, who 
could have and perhaps should have refused to serve on that committee 
because its mandate and procedures were of questionable legitimacy; and 
finally, Acting Dean Ross, who could have, and perhaps should have 
refused the appointment offered to him on account of the questionable 
legitimacy of the procedures upon which his appointment was based. With 


respect to this, he stated that some people have asked why any or all of 
these parties, 1.e., the Vice-Rector, Academic, the members of the Advisory 
Search Committee, the student and faculty members of the Board and the ad 
hoc committee, and the Acting Dean, to the extent that their actions were 
less than completely courageous or correct, were not included in the 
resolution; that while there were a number of levels on which that question 
could be answered, on one level there was a very simple answer, 1.e., that 
of all of the Articles of the Board of Governors rules and procedures for 
Advisory Search Committees, not one had been violated by any of the 
above-mentioned parties; that, on the other hand, there were two Articles, 
32 and 33, which he felt were among the most important Articles in the 
document, and which were designed to safeguard the integrity of the 
collegial participation in the search process; that it was these two Articles 
that had been violated, abrogated, contravened, or not complied with, etc.; 
that it seemed to him to this day that there clearly were two parties who were 
especially culpable in regard to the discrepancy with these procedures, 1.e., 
the Rector and the Chairman of the Board of Governors; and that this was 
why they had been singled out. 


Prof. Hamblin advised that he had come to the meeting hoping that it would 
be the last in a series of 4 or 5 meetings at which this item would be 
discussed, and that we would be able to put the matter to rest; that the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, has informed members, quite rightly, that she 
intended to present a statement in September; and that in his opinion, it 
would be the best procedure if in fact consideration of the motion now on 
the floor was postponed until we have received the statement from the 
Vice-Rector, Academic. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
AUCHINACHIE, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS DEFEATED, (3 in favour; 11 opposed; 7 
abstentions). 


Prof. Stelcner advised that he could not support the resolution as presently 
worded; that although he very much had been persuaded by Prof. 
Drysdale's remarks with respect to culpability, there was the question of 
complicity which he had failed to mention: and that Prof. Drysdale had 
provided, a listing of 5 groups of individuals who, in his opinion, had had 
some complicity in the alleged procedural irregularity. He further stated that 
in his opinion, singling out the Rector and the Chairman of the Board of 
Governors was far from adequate; that if the resolution was adopted it 
would come back to haunt Senate in September following the presentation 
of the statement from the Vice-Rector, Academic, which undoubtedly would 
prompt subsequent motions again expressing disapproval when more 
information was provided; that it was clear to him, in retrospect, that Dr. 
Kenniff probably would not have followed the procedure that was followed 
and which, in any case, given the outcome of the Groome Committee, 
would probably not be possible in the future; and that the wording of the 
motion should include a much broader group of participants than just the 
Rector and the Chairman of the Board of Governors. 


Prof. Knitter stated that, with reservations on both sides, he could not 
support the motion; that while, in his opinion, Articles 32 and 33 of the 
rules and procedures were important, the focus on formal procedures as the 
single appropriate focus of any motion of disapproval was much too narrow 
in scope; that it was also important to consider the mores of the institution, 
1.e., the unwritten rules by which we conduct ourselves; and that without a 
supporting structure and a supporting culture for such things, no such rules 
that we could ever establish would serve to keep us out of difficulties with 
respect to collegiality, or guarantee that Concordia would be a place where 
we would rule ourselves by public debate while stating our reasons openly. 
He further stated that he was concerned that, in fact, something had. gone 
wrong, in a serious fashion, and that the University had paid some price in 
terms of its confidence to govern itself by reasons publicly debated; that one 
of the things that clearly had gone wrong flowed from the structure of the 
search committees, but that that was a matter that was under revision; that 
the single most important task that would be before Senate in the Fall was to 
respond to the Groome Committee report to ensure that we had a set of 
procedures that would help to support an open public process of 
consideration as to who our new administrators were going to be; that the 
focus on formal procedures in the motion on the floor was a mistake; that 
focusing on formal disapproval was also a mistake, in that the discussions 
that have taken place at Senate had expressed a great deal of disapproval and 
dissatisfaction with various actions taken, and that the reasons for this 
feeling of disapproval were now out in the community, which, in itself, was 
the important part of the process; that we did not always have to come to a 
formal disapproval, and that in doing so, there were some difficulties with 
respect to isolating some individuals and not including the larger cast of 
characters; that it was also a mistake in that the motion in some sense was 
focused on a part of the action and not on the greater actions involved, i.e., 
the extended scope of characters who had had a part in the drama, as 
mentioned by Prof. Drysdale; that it was really the extended scope of 
actions that needed to be included in the motion, and which went well 
beyond the formal procedures that may have been violated; that the scope of 
actions that we were concerned with, ultimately included the goings-on in 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, and across the University, in 
the ways in which people inter-related with one another, collegial and 
otherwise, including the ability of search committees to deal with 
politicization of the process in various ways; that factions existed within the 
departments and Faculties that send forward recommendations, 1.e., 
members did not always get along, and that it was unwise to focus on one 
aspect of this affair as though we were being rational about one part, when, 
in fact, there was a whole drama that was not being brought to the floor of 
Senate; that we were pretending that there was a rationale at the end of this 
that omits from the state of affairs an enormous arena of action in the 
University; that while he welcomed the long discussions that we have had 
with respect to this affair, members should realize that the motion did not 
comprehend much of the scope of the affairs that were concerned in the 
matter; and that with what we have learned from our discussions of these 
affairs we should be happy to look forward to reflecting on the Groome 


Committee documents and making them a plan that would ensure a better 
procedure with respect to searches. 


Prof. Newman advised that she agreed with Prof. Knitter in that there were 
no rules that could be written that would decide fully how the University or 
any other organization could run, and that it depended on a process of 
consensus and on a continuous reappraisal of the type that we have had in 
Senate over the past several months. At the same time, however, she argued 
that Prof. Knitter could not have it both ways, i.e., that if he did not think 
that rules alone would work, neither would the rules of the Groome 
Committee fully organize the University; and that that could only be done by 
the members of Senate, as the academic side of the University, stating what 
they think. In addition, she advised that this conversation had gone on for a 
long time; that Senate had waited until today to give the Rector and the 
Chairman of the Board of Governors a chance to reply; that it appeared to 
her to be extremely odd that they had chosen to make their replies too late to 
be considered in detail, but that it was clear to her that Me Gervais was in 
accord with Dr. Kenniff, and that in consequence, Senate really had to deal 
mostly with what the Rector has said; that while this was the only motion on 
the floor at the moment, other motions were possible; that it had been 
decided that the way to operate would be to talk about the procedures and 
then the reasons presented by the individuals, and that following that there 
was no reason why another motion could not be made as to why members 
of the Board had not protested or resigned, etc. ; that at the moment, there 
was the spectrum with respect to the Rector and Chairman of the Board of 
Governors where notice of motion had already been given; that it was not 
that only one thing was being concentrated on, but rather that the first case 
was being made first, in exactly the same order as had been done by the 
Rector in his letter in talking first about procedure and then substance; that it 
was of extreme importance for Senate to take its responsibility and say what 
it thinks; and that she had been much encouraged by the replies from the 
people that she had contacted by E-Mail, and which had resulted in 48 
lengthy responses stating support for this general position. 


In his comments, Mr. Pomerleau stated that Prof. Drysdale, in his remarks, 
suggested that faculty and student members of the Board of Governors and 
the Ad Hoc Review Committee could have and perhaps should have walked 
out, resigned, or insisted that the process be followed, etc.; that as a student 
member of both of the bodies mentioned, he wished to state his full 
agreement with the decisions made by both the Board of Governors and the 
Review Committee, nor did he see any irregularities with respect to those 
decisions, either legally or morally; that furthermore, the faculty member on 
both bodies was also in full agreement with the actions of the Board and the 
Review Committee, as he had so stated at the special meeting of Senate and 
the Board of Governors on 20 May 1992; that members of Senate did not 
appear to trust the administration or the external members of the Board and 
were demanding that faculty and students be included in the process; that, 
given that faculty members and students had been included in the process, 
he could not understand what all the fuss was about; that while members of 
Senate were brilliant individuals, when they collectivized into a group they 
behaved like children; that what he described as "this witch-hunt or search 


for culprits" had turned Senate from an academic deliberative body into a 
courtroom inquisition that was reminiscent of "that other senate in 
Washington, D.C."; that what Senate has been dealing with was a synthetic 
issue that was being exploited by would-be politicians in order to 
sensationalize events. for faculty and student titillation; and that he strongly 
resented what Senate had become. 


On a "Point of Personal Privilege", Mr. Lowther stated that while he may 
behave childishly at times outside of Senate, he had never behaved 
childishly within the rooms of this hallowed University; and that he really 
objected to the aspersions that had been cast both on himself and on all 
Senators, who, he argued, were not behaving childishly, but rather as 
concerned individuals. 


Dr. Sheinin stated that she wished to make a few comments, the first with 
respect to the list of "culprits" which she believed were included in Prof. 
Drysdale's commentary as a result of the word "others", following which 
she wished to say something about laws, which, she felt, were very 
important for Senate to consider. She advised that she wished to reiterate to 
Senate, and to put back into context, the activities of the Advisory Search 
Committee for the Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration; that she 
wished to remind members that the Advisory Search Committee was bound 
by the current tyranny of secrecy which, she believed, as a" result of the 
many discussions at Senate and at the Board of Governors, would be 
changed in a productive direction by the Groome Committee; that it was 
terribly important to understand that context when one considered 
culpability; that as for the culpability of the Vice-Rector, Academic, she 
could only say mea culpa, and that she must confess that at the time she was 
unaware of Articles 32 and 33 of the regulations because she had been 
instructed differently on the only one occasion which had come up 
previously; and that she wished to plead with members of Senate that they 
not go riding off as the 4 horsemen did, in four different directions, but 
rather that they would remain focused on the issues and recall the context of 
these events, and the fact that the context had been changing. With respect 
to the issue of laws and whether one could codify human behaviour, she 
stated that while she was not a profound student of history, she believed 
that this was one of the goals of a so called civilized society and particularly 
a modern democratic society; that she also believed that William Pitt, the 
Elder, in an address to the Parliament of England, had said that -"In the 
absense of laws there was only tyranny"; and that she would urge Senate to 
concentrate particularly as the Task Force on Senate Reform did its work 
next year, on doing the very very best to develop policies, rules and 
regulations which indeed would support the concept of a democratic modern 
University. 


Responding to a "call to put the question by secret ballot" from Prof. 
Peluso, Dr. Bertrand advised that given the number of members of Senate 
who had indicated that they still wished to speak, and in the interest of 
democracy, it was his judgement that he should delay putting the question 
until those who had so indicated had had an opportunity to speak. 


In his remarks, Prof. Locke suggested that anyone reading the Minutes of 
Senate, or who has been attending these meetings, would interpret it as 
being a record of Senate expressing disapproval of what had happened in 
the matter; that that record existed, and that, to more than a large extent, 
Senate already had expressed its disapproval; that the resolution on the floor 
concerned Senate communicating or expressing its disapproval to the 
members of the University community, but that he was not supportive of 
the resolution because, in looking ahead at Senate, he would argue against 
Senate becoming a body that regularly or irregularly would find a need to 
express its disapproval by a resolution; that he would prefer that that 
political aspect not be a developing direction for Senate, but that, rather, at 
Senate, things were discussed, and that resolutions that were voted on. to 
express disapproval did not seem to be a part of that process; that his second 
reason for not supporting the resolution was that he was not confident that it 
would communicate to the members of the University community what had 
happened at Senate; that if the resolution was approved and circulated to all 
faculty members and students in the University, from his own experience, 
he could not see them understanding what had happened; that the members 
in the Senate Chamber understood the process and had a great deal of 
information, but that the resolution itself would fail to communicate to the 
University community; and that for that reason, and particularly because the 
Senate had already expressed its disapproval to a large extent, and which 
already had been communicated successfully, and because this situation was 
unimaginable in Concordia's future, he did not support the resolution. 


Ms. Graham advised that she was in support of the resolution, and for 
several very cogent reasons; that what was before the University at the 
present time had to be questioned, and that she agreed that the problem was, 
not simply a question of rules and regulations, but rather, it was a question 
of attitude; that what was before the Groome Committee at the present time 
were things that should concern everyone very seriously, i.e., they were 
considering limiting the representation on search and advisory committees, 
and that the next Rector not be chosen by a normal search and selection 
process, but rather that it be merely an evaluation process, and which could 
mean that we could have a Rector in perpetuity; that there were matters that 
were before us that should concern us all greatly; that the fact that we could 
not deal with the comparatively simple matter of the selection of the Dean of 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, and the irregularities involved 
in that process, did not bode well for our ability to deal with the outcome of 
the Groome Committee's recommendations; that at the present time, it was 
vital that we asserted that we had respect for and adhered to the rules and 
traditions that should bind us all, that we must question whether we take 
them seriously or whether there were consequences in abrogating them, that 
as the highest’ academic governing body of the University we must. 
question whether we were able to set standards by which we expected our 
members to live, or whether we were capable of doing that; and that we had 
a choice of fostering inertia, apathy, abstention, dread and even contempt 
for the institutions that should bind us, or of elevating the standard of 
conduct within the University to a higher moral level, striving for more than 
we have had and expecting our leaders to bear the standard which we have 
made. 


Prof. Kryzanowski stated that he had not decided as to which way he was 
going to vote vis-a-vis the motion, and that his major problem was with 
respect to what it would do for the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration; that it was obvious to him that whether the motion was 
passed or not, it was not going to do very much for the governance of the 
University, and that if anything, the faculty was going to have less input 
over time in terms of governance; that in his opinion, the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration now was more seriously divided than it was 
when he first arrived at the University some 20 years ago when he was 
berated by his confreres for doing research, and that he would hate to see 
the same kind of thing happen now within the Faculty; that while it was 
possible that all of the candidates for the position of Dean had merit, the 
problem was that because of the manner in which the selection had 
occurred, the faculty had become divided into opposing camps, and that 
even those who were non-aligned were giving some thought to becoming 
drop-outs vis-a-vis governance; and that he was not sure as to how the 
motion was going to help in terms of that process. 


In his comments, Mr. Lowther stated that in some respects he actually 
would like to thank the Rector in doing this for the University, particularly 
given what the Groome Committee was looking at and how, people had 
reacted to what the search process at the University had become, and which, 
in his opinion, had always been wrong, 1.e., the rules, including those with 
respect to secrecy, have always been there and generally have always been 
enforced; that it was only now that people had awakened to the fact that the 
existing procedures were not right, that they were putting the destiny of the 
Faculties and the University into the hands of 12 or 13 people, and' that 
they were limiting the participation of the other thousands of people who 
worked and studied at Concordia; and that he wished to thank the Rector for 
making people suddenly realize that this procedure did not work. He further 
stated that on the other hand, after having sat on Senate for more than 2 
years, and after having attended Concordia as a student for almost 3 years, 
he could say that this seemed to be the only issue that had ever united the 
University about anything; that this last year had been the most uncollegial 
year that he had seen in 9 years at university, and that we finally had an 
issue that had managed to unite the University; that it was his hope that this 
would continue, and that we would all manage to try to get along with each 
other a little better; that what was happening was a good sign, that it was a 
sign that we were going to have to think of the University as an entire entity 
and not simply as 4 Faculties and a School, but rather as a single institution; 
and that it was about time that we did that. 


Prof. Newell, in his remarks, stated that he had no doubt that the Rector had 
acted out of the best of intentions in terms of the welfare of the University 
as he saw it, but that the only thing that members had as faculty and as a 
community were procedures that were adhered to; that these could either be 
strengthened or weakened; that there was the right and the wrong kind of 
mistake to make, and that in his opinion, the Rector had made the wrong 
kind of mistake; that the Vice-Rector, Academic, also had made a mistake in 
not providing leadership with regard to this issue; and that this was why he 


would like to see something really constructive come out of this today; that 
what would be constructive would be to send a message to the Board of 
Governors; that recently we had had a Senate/Board meeting, and that it was 
his impression -that the views of the Senate were taken quite seriously by 
the Board; that, if so, he believed that the motion, and he was among those 
who would like to expand it to include those who were derelict in their 
responsibilities, was the message that he would most like the Board to 
receive so that the individuals there would know, and so that it would be 
part of the experience of the Board to have received a motion that recognized 
the importance of individuals taking responsibilities to support principles; 
that it was the principle of adhering to procedures that was important, even 
if one thought that they were making a mistake or that what the procedures 
were about was not leading to the best effects, and that in the long run, that 
that principle. would become established as the way in which things were 
done; and that he would like to propose an amendment to the effect that the 
motion would include all of the persons in the categories that had been 
mentioned by Prof. Drysdale, so that the resolution, if passed, would have 
a maximum significance for people. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWELL, SECONDED 
BY PROF. STELCNER, THAT THE MOTION INCLUDE A 
DISAPPROVAL OF THE BEHAVIOUR OF THOSE PERSONS IN THE 
CATEGORIES ENUMERATED BY PROF. DRYSDALE. 


Prof. Peluso, in advising that she was opposed to the amendment, argued 
that it was important to have some clarity and focus; that while she would be 
in agreement if members wished to pass another motion or to pass a general 
motion first, it was very important to establish responsibility, and that we 
were talking about people who did not take the responsibility of their 
actions; that we should not mix apples and oranges; that although it was 
being argued that everyone was at fault, as Prof. Drysdale clearly stated, 
only two people were at fault specifically with respect to Articles 32 and 33; 
that when she first became a member of Senate this year, the issue of 
confidentiality was being discussed and that she had been extremely 
disturbed over the notion that people could not speak their minds in the 
University without being subjected to repercussions; that some of the issues 
that were discussed at that time dealt with the whole question of secrecy, 
closeness as opposed to openness, that from there we fine-tuned it into 
procedures, etc., etc., and that we should not loose sight of the central 
principle on which we had spent countless hours discussing; and that she 
wished to express her sentiments against the proposed amendment. 


Prof. Drysdale advised that he also was opposed to the amendment in no 
uncertain terms, and that although he appreciated the intention behind the 
amendment, in his opinion it had the effect of muddying the waters and 
confusing the issue. He further advised that when he had mentioned the list 
of 5 possible culpable parties or individuals, he had stated also that this was 
not a reflection of his own views or an assessment of responsibilities; that 
once you begin to extend the list beyond a certain point, we all become 
culpable; that he had raised the matter in order to give credit to individuals 
who had raised genuine points of concern about the fact that the motion as it 


stood singled out the Rector and the Chairman of the Board; that he had 
raised it in order also to point out that although many people in the 
University, perhaps with the benefit of hindsight, could have acted 
differently, and events could have turned out differently, these individuals 
or categories of people were not among those who had violated the 
procedures in question; that there was a kind of an old fashioned clarity 
about the main motion which would be altered if the amendment was 
passed, i.e., the singling-out of individuals about their specific 
responsibilities in regard to procedures that were quite well known to those 
individuals; and that he therefore was opposed to the amendment. 


Prof. Newman stated that if Senate was to make a general motion, and in a 
way she wished that it would do so later, it would to the effect that the entire 
faculty of the University had abdicated its responsibility for many years; that 
the most important part of the proposed resolution was that Senate at least 
was taking that responsibility and stating what the University should be, 
and that all faculty in the University should do the same; that she agreed 
with Prof. Drysdale's comment that the amendment muddies the water for 
no really very good reason; that Prof. Newell, if he wished to do so, could 
make a further motion after the main motion had been dealt with; and that 
Prof. Newell should withdraw his amendment, which she certainly would 
vote against, and the original motion, which she clearly supported, should 
be voted on. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED, (2 in 
favour, 15 opposed; 5 abstentions). 


Discussion on the main motion continued. 


Dr. Lightstone stated that earlier comments with respect to stress 
presumably were referring to the fact that stress was an opportunity for 
creative growth in the response to that stress; that in that respect, what had 
gone on in Senate for the past 5 months perhaps was necessary, and that the 
people who had led the process had done all members of Senate a favour; 
that in thinking back over the past 5 months, he easily could pick out the 
one meeting that had been the most creative response to the whole issue, 
1.e., the Senate meeting at which members actually discussed those aspects 
of the current search procedures which they found to be dysfunctional; that 
if the stress had been worth it, it was because of that and what it had 
engendered in terms of input to the Groome Committee, and the fact that the 
Committee's report would come to Senate for debate, etc., etc.; that that had 
been the most genuine collegial discussion that we have had in the past five 
months, where we had attempted to grapple with the problem together, 'and 
together to come to a creative solution to an obviously dysfunctional 
procedure; that what has bothered him for the last five months was that the 
rest of the debate, as necessary as perhaps that it had been, had not returned 
to the creativity of dealing with the matter of correcting the dysfuntional 
aspects, and actually had politicized Senate to the degree that it had 
hampered members' ability to grapple together in a forward looking manner; 
that it was his feeling that Prof. Locke's intuition was correct, i.e., that by 
passing motions of censure or disapproval, we were failing to move beyond 


to the creative aspect of what we could accomplish in a depoliticized true 
dialogue and conversation within Senate; that he did not know what would 
be served by casting stones, which had been brought up quite aptly by the 
defeated amendment, 1.e., that once we begin to cast stones, it becomes 
difficult to decide how many to cast and how many people to cast them at; 
and that in his opinion, the answer at the moment to what probably had been 
a useful and necessary five months, was to stop casting stones and to get on 
with improving the current state of affairs. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that he had derived a great deal of advice and 
encouragement from the focussing of the discussion that had taken place, 
that some very clear messages had been given, and that a lot of people had 
expressed disapproval which he has heard loud and clear. He also stated 
that he wished to address the comments made by Ms. Graham for the 
second consecutive meeting with reference to the Groome Committee's 
consideration of special procedures vis-a-vis the re-appointment of the 
Rector; that he had been astounded at the statement which she had made at 
the last Senate meeting, and had gone back to look at the record; that he had 
not been present at the particular meeting in question, that whatever was 
said was said, and that he certainly could not account or take responsibility 
for the comments of others; that for the record, however, he wished to state 
before Senate that he personally would be opposed to any procedure that 
was different with respect to himself and with respect to any of the other 
senior appointments in the University; that at the present time, if he was to 
seek another term at the end of his current term, it would be under the 
procedures that governed the process at the present time and which called 
for a search; that if that procedure was maintained for all administrators of 
the University, it would apply to the position of Rector; that he wanted this 
to be absolutely clear, and if it was not, he would repeat it, because he felt 
that it was extremely important that this ambiguity that somehow something 
was going on that should not be going on was not maintained; and that he 
wished to say that publicly so that it would get into the record. He further 
advised that he was not terribly sympathetic to the motion, and for 
substantive reasons which he already had explained to Prof. Drysdale; that 
insofar as the articles contained in the rules and procedures were concerned, 
everyone had a copy of the rules and procedures, they were used by 
everyone who chaired advisory search committees, including himself, Dr. 
Bertrand, Dr. Sheinin, etc., and that everyone who chaired such committees 
was aware of the rules; that the Board of Governors had acted in good faith, 
i.e., they had acted with respect to the rules as they had stood they had 
stood before them; that the message was loud and clear, i.e., there were 
many people in the University community who, in future circumstances, 
wished to see the rules in their unwritten part perhaps applied in a different 
way; and that as he had already stated, he had heard that message loud and 
clear. Finally, he stated that one of the main reasons that he had grave 
concerns about the motion, was that over the course of the last several 
months Senate seemed to be developing a new practice of functioning on the 
basis of motions; that during the time that he had chaired Senate over the 
past 8 years, the tradition has been that if someone stated something that 
they wanted in the record, the Secretary ensured that it was in the record, 
and that particularly in instances where a request has been made that the 


Senate opinion be forwarded to the Board of Governors, Faculty Councils, 
etc., it has been done; that because of that tradition whereby Senate has 
functioned relatively informally, it has not been felt that it was necessary to 
bring forward, to pass or to amend motions at every turn; that now, 
however, even simple requests for information that could be raised in the 
form of a question during the Question Period have become the subject of 
notices of motions; that this indicated to him that Senate was moving into a 
new way of functioning which, with respect to the contrary opinion, in his 
view was counter-productive and ultimately dysfunctional and would slow 
the working of this body vis-a-vis its main academic mission, and which, 
he submitted, was represented in some of the items further down on the 
Agenda for today's meeting; and that this was his concern with respect to 
this and similar motions that had been brought forward to Senate over the 
past several months. 


Prof. Drysdale advised that there were a number of points which had been 
raised in the previous discussion which he had noted, but that in the interest 
of brevity he would not comment on all of them; that a number of questions 
could be posed with respect to the issue of the responsibility of Senate itself 
in this matter, e.g., what if Senate was to do nothing at all about this matter, 
either by not proceeding with the debate on the motion or by not passing it, 
in fact, when it was voted upon?, and what were the consequences of not 
following through with this action?; that it seemed to him that knowledge, 
sometimes, at least, was a burden, i.e., that knowledge brought with it a 
responsibility to act; that once Senate had learned that the established 
procedures, which were important to the academic community, had been 
violated, it could not simply turn its back as if to say that these acts could be 
forgiven, or that maybe it would not happen again; that, in his opinion, 
failing to act, and thereby failing to uphold the principles and procedures in 
this case, in itself, would make Senate culpable. With respect to the concern 
that had been expressed that adoption of the motion would result in the 
problem of attempting to make Senate's action intelligible to the University 
community, he suggested that Concordia's Thursday Report would have a 
role to play with respect to this, not only in publicizing the actions of 
Senate, but also in publishing letters having the intent to clarify these same 
actions; and that. Concordia's Thursday Report had played a proper role 
over the past few months vis-a-vis the Senate consideration of this issue, 
and that he would expect that it would continue to play an effective role in 
that respect. He further stated that there was the question of the timing of 
this action; that everyone was anxious to see this matter brought to a close, 
1.e., the debate over the actual decisions made and the departure from 
specific procedures; that everyone was anxious to make this the last meeting 
of Senate at which the-substance of this case, and the questions of 
culpability or procedural violations would be dealt with; that if the motion 
was passed, he would ask the Chair of the meeting to instruct the Secretary 
to ensure that in its transmittal and communication, the resolution be 
accompanied at least by the interpretative note that appeared at the bottom of 
page 2, document US-92-6-D9 in order to indicate the intent of the act of 
Senate in approving the resolution; that the timing of the action by Senate 
was of particular importance, and that if there was no Groome Committee 
currently in operation, it would still be important for Senate to uphold the 


procedures that had been violated; but that given that there was a Groome 
Committee, and that there was an opportunity to reformulate some of the 
procedures, which opportunity had both positive and negative valences to it, 
1.e., there were dangers as well as opportunities, it was especially important 
at this time to send a message from the academic community via the Senate 
to the Groome Committee and to the Board of Governors that the particular 
procedures which had been violated were especially important to the 
academic community because they guaranteed the input of the faculty and 
students into the search process for senior administrators; and that with 
respect to the closing of the resolution, the last sentence was a message to 
the Board and to the academic community which stated that, "with this 
resolution, Senate also wishes to reaffirm the principle of collegial academic 
participation in the search process for senior administrators", and that it was 
a highly constructive act for Senate to communicate this at this time to the 
Board and to the academic community. Finally, he stated that in the end, we 
perhaps would come down to the question as to whether members of Senate 
could disagree with the Rector and the Chair of the Board of Governors on 
a single issue of importance; that by adopting the motion on the floor we 
were not opposing the Rector or the Chairman of the Board, that it was not 
a motion of non-confidence, nor was it a motion that challenged the 
credibility or the ability of the highest administrative officers of this 
University to continue in their tasks and to continue to fulfill their mandates 
in accordance with the procedures which governed their actions as well as 
those of the entire University; and that he believed that it was a constructive 
and a mature action for Senate to be able to arrive at the moment when, in 
rational debate and after hearing the merits and demerits of a particular 
motion, it could take the step of expressing its disapproval of very specific 
actions in a very particular case. 


Dr. Bertrand advised that the speakers list had been exhausted, and that we 
had reached the point where consideration could be given to the request by 
Prof. Peluso that the motion be voted on by secret ballot; and that in 
accordance with Robert's Rules of Order, a secret ballot could be ordered 
by a majority vote without debate. 


THE CALL FOR A SECRET BALLOT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED, (11 in favour; 7 opposed; 7 abstentions). 


Dr. Bertrand suggested, and it was agreed, that those who supported the 
resolution would mark "yes" on the ballot, and those who did not support it 
would mark "no". It was also agreed that Dr. Boisvert and Mr. Smart 
would act as scrutineers; and that the meeting be recessed while the ballots 
were being counted. 


The meeting was recessed at 11:25 am, and resumed at 11:42 am. 


Dr. Bertrand announced that as a result of the ballot, THE MAIN MOTION 
WAS DEFEATED, (11 in favour; 13 opposed; 2 abstentions). 
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After determining that there was no desire to resume discussion on Agenda 
Item X which had been set aside pending consideration of the resolution 
under Agenda Item XI, Dr. Bertrand returned the Chair to Dr. Kenniff. 


Appointments 


Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LOWTHER, SECONDED BY DEAN ROSS, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEES OF SENATE AS 
CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-92-6-DIO, BE APPROVED. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Recommendation concerning the Task Force on Senate Reform 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE 
TASK FORCE ON SENATE REFORM, AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-6-D11, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Curriculum Changes 


In preliminary remarks, Prof. MacKay, Associate Vice-Rector, Academic, 
(Curriculum and Planning), commended the Associate and Vice-Deans 
responsible for curriculum within the various Faculties for the great care in 
shepherding the curriculum proposals through the Faculty curriculum 
committees, Faculty Councils and the Academic Programmes Committees; 
and expressed personal appreciation for the clarity of their presentations. 
Also, commenting on the new graduate programme proposals for an M.A. 
in Social and Cultural Anthropology and an M.A. in Film Studies, she 
advised that the proposals had been very carefully vetted; that the respective 
ad hoc evaluation committees had accomplished tremendous work in 
collaboration with relevant faculty numbers and departments; that APC, in 
appraising the proposed programmes, had found them to be exciting, 
unique in Canada and relevant to the University Mission Statement, 1.e., 
they were reflective of Montreal, they were multi -environmented and 
multi-disciplinary; and that they were proposals that Concordia University 
should be very proud of. 


Graduate Programme Proposals 


Dean Kusy requested, and it was agreed, that speaking privileges for 
purposes of responding to questions, be granted to the Chairs of the 
respective Evaluation Committees and to the main proponents of the 
proposals. He also expressed appreciation to the Evaluation Committees and 
their Chairs, for the work that they had done in reviewing the proposals. 
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M.A. in Social and Cultural Anthropology 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY MR. LOWTHER, 
THAT THE M.A. PROGRAMME IN SOCIAL AND CULTURAL 
ANTHROPOLOGY AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-92-6-D12, 
AND AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT US-92-6-D22), BE APPROVED FOR 
FORWARDING TO CREPUQ AND THE CONSEIL DES 
UNIVERSITES. 


Mr. Lowther stated that in his opinion this was a wonderful proposal, and 
one that fitted extremely well into the direction that the University wished to 
move. Dr. Kenniff added that the proposal also represented an auspicious 
beginning for the School of Graduate Studies. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


M.A. in Film Studies 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. PELUSO, 
THAT THE M.A. PROGRAMME IN FILM STUDIES AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-6-D13, AND AS RECOMMENDED BY THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT 
US-92-6-D22), BE APPROVED FOR FORWARDING TO CREPUQ 
AND THE CONSEIL DES UNIVERSITES. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Arts and Science 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Dr. F. 
Stevens, Vice-Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KNITTER, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN 
THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE (DOCUMENT 
US-92-6-D14), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE (DOCUMENT US-92-6-D22) 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. SEGOVIA, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION (DOCUMENT 
US-92-6-D15), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
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RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-92-6-D22). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HAMBLIN, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN 
THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE 
(DOCUMENT US-92-6-D16), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-92-6-D272). 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Fine Arts 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Prof. K. 
Tweedie, Associate Dean, Faculty of Fine Arts. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
PELUSO, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF FINE ARTS (DOCUMENT US-92-6-D17, (REV.)), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-92-6-D22). 


Responding to a question concerning the resource implications of the 
proposed Interdisciplinary Programme, Dean Parker advised that acquisition 
of funding would follow the normal procedures within the Faculty and the 
processes for requesting additional funds for a programme such as this; and 
that, as was the case within the Faculty of Fine Arts, such discussions 
would take place not necessarily only in the Dean's Office, but throughout 
the Faculty with the Department Chairs, Associate Deans, etc. 


Prof. Knitter advised that he had a particular bone to pick with the Faculty 
of Fine Arts for its failure to offer courses which were required for 
programmes contained in the Undergraduate Calendar; that in addition to the 
courses which students in the Department of, Education were required to 
take but which were not offered, elective courses had been cut, and the 
Faculty had been under some hardship with respect to running all of the 
courses for the benefit of students relating to the programme currently in 
existence; and to the extent that the new programme would function under 
current resources, or even new resources, he wondered how the Faculty 
could venture into new areas, when at present, it did not seem to be 
prepared to mount courses for the programmes to which it already was 
committed in the Calendar? 


In response, Dean Parker advised that the above-mentioned issue had been 
discussed at length between himself and the relevant individuals within the 


Faculty of Fine Arts; that this was an issue that not necessarily concerned 
only the Faculty of Fine Arts, but rather, it was an issue of much wider 
concern in the University which had to do with service courses; and that as 
a result of a "Notice of Motion" that had been given at Senate several 
meetings ago, the matter had been referred to the Academic Programmes 
Committee for consideration and recommendation back to Senate. He 
further advised that there was also the issue of growth of the Faculty of Fine 
Arts; that moving into this particular area was extremely important to the 
Faculty; and that the Faculty wanted to respond to student needs, to 
practices that existed within the art community and the growing needs and 
directions of faculty members who had been hired within the last 3 or 4 
years. He reiterated that in terms of funding, this was a process that took 
place within the Faculty; that the proposed programme had received the 
approval of the Faculty Council and the commitment of the Faculty to move 
in this particular direction; and that it was a process that he would go 
through for the 1994/95 year, whereby the programme would be part of that 
budgetary process and would receive whatever it receives based upon the 
agreement of the departmental chairs in the consensual approach that applied 
within the Faculty of Fine Arts. 


Prof. Knitter stated that he did not wish to stand in the way of programmes 
that receive that kind of support; that he had appreciated the remarks by 
Dean Parker at the Special Senate/Board meeting on 20 May 1992, 
concerning the consensual approach to management, and he expressed the 
wish that that approach would apply not simply among Deans, but among 
the Faculty of Fine Arts and the other programmes with which the Faculty 
had partnerships; and that he wished to state for the Senate record that he 
had called the Associate Dean in Fine Arts twice to discuss the matter, only 
to be promised both times that he would be informed by return call with 
respect to discussions within the Faculty of Fine Arts as to how it would 
meet its obligations in this area, but that those promised calls had never 
materialized. He further argued that the consensual management, which was 
necessary if departmental administrators were to continue to meet the 
obligations required of students in the current Calendar, must go on; and he 
stated again that while he did not wish to stand in the way of the proposed 
Interdisciplinary Programme, he formally wanted to register his complaint 
about the lack of collegiality with respect to the required courses referred to. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that the matter referred to above was not only the 
responsibility of the Faculty of Fine Arts; that what was at issue was a 
process by which both intra and inter-Faculty curricula was developed; that 
the actions which were forced upon the Faculty of Fine Arts with respect to 
the issue referred to, were not of their own making; that the discussions 
which had been alluded to had yet to take place because there did not exist at 
the present time at Concordia a good process for dealing with such issues; 
and that for that reason, the matter had been referred to the Academic 
Programmes Committee which would attempt to develop an appropriate 
process in the coming year. 


Prof. Knitter stated that he appreciated that the larger issue was before APC, 
which, in his opinion, was the proper body to handle it because of the 
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budgetary concerns involved, and that he had been happy to have framed 
his . Notice of Motion" in that larger context; but that he also had expressed 
another concern with respect to the unanswered phone calls. 

THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Inter-Faculty Curriculum Proposal 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITE, SECONDED BY MR. LOWTHER, 
THAT THE PROPOSAL CONCERNING CREDIT FOR COURSES 
WITH STATISTICAL CONTENT, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT 
US-92-6-D18, AND AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-92-6-D22), BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposal concerning Incomplete Grades 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LOWTHER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
AUCHINACHIE, THAT THE AMENDMENT TO THE POLICY 
CONCERNING THE USE OF "INC" NOTATIONS, AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-6-D19, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Recommendation concerning "Twice-Failed" Undergraduate Students 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. GRAHAM, SECONDED BY MR. 
POMERLEAU, THAT THE RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE 
READMISSION OF TWICE-FAILED UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS, 
AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-92-6-D20, BE APPROVED. 


In voicing concern with respect to the proposed change, Prof. Newman 
stated that under the present situation, students informally were able to make 
an application in some way or other for readmission, and which sometimes 
was accepted, although not very often; that she did not understand why 
members would want the Calendar to state that students who had failed 
twice could reapply a third time, that in her opinion enough was enough, 
and she did not see the advantage in changing the existing rule; that when 
people's lifestyles have changed enough or when they have become serious 
enough, etc., they in fact did approach the University, and they in fact were 
listened to; that the issue was whether we should state that in the calendar, 
and in her opinion, we should not; and that it was one thing to be "the 
University of last chance", etc., but that enough was enough. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the issue had been around for some time and had 
been the subject of much discussion; and that the entire debate had focused 
on the point that had been raised by Prof. Newman, i.e. whether the 
Calendar should state what actually was done or whether the Calendar 
should state a rule that was not followed. 
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During continuing discussion, issues and concerns which were raised and 
responded to included questions with respect to a possible amendment 
whereby the recommendation would apply only to twice-failed students 
who were seeking readmission to a programme in a Faculty other than the 
Faculty from which they had been dismissed; and the rationale for the 
difference in policy in the Faculty of Fine Arts vis-a-vis conditional standing 
and failed students. It was also pointed out that while the recommendation 
would allow twice-failed students to apply for re-admission, it did not state 
that such applications automatically would be accepted. Reference also was 
made to past instances of twice-failed students, who, contrary to the stated 
policy in the Calendar, had been readmitted and had turned out to be model 
students. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (16 in favour; 2 
opposed; 2 abstentions). 


Procedural Guidelines for Periodic Appraisal of Academic Units 


In preliminary remarks, Prof. MacKay explained the principles underlying 
the proposed Procedural Guidelines for Periodic Appraisal of Academic 
Units, (document US-92-4-D3 (Rev.)), which, she advised, reflected the 
spirit and mandate of the Policy on the Appraisal of Academic Units as 
approved by Senate on 24 May 1991, and which were intended to help 
academic units to improve the quality of their teaching, learning and 
research activities, and to provide the mechanism to develop and update 
their strategic plans, priorities and budgets. She also emphasized that the 
procedures were not intended to be punitive, confrontational or fraudulent; 
and that the process was designed to be flexible and as open and 
consultative as possible. She also stressed those aspects of the procedures 
designed to ensure integrity in the process, both in terms of its conclusion, 
1e., that plans and recommendations with respect to strategic academic 
planning would go forward to the Dean, and the Vice-Rector, Academic, 
etc., and in terms of the composition and memberships of appraisal 
committees; and provisions to ensure that the task was not overwhelming, 
including the availability of data support kits for units undergoing appraisal. 
Finally, she explained the revisions to the document which had resulted 
from consultations that had taken place since it was tabled at the Senate 
meeting of 3 April 1992. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED BY DEAN KUSY, 
THAT. THE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR PERIODIC 
APPRAISAL OF ACADEMIC UNITS, AS CONTAINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-6-D21), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning. the phrase 1, nominated by the units" 
which appeared throughout the document in connection with faculty 
appointments to appraisal committees, Prof. MacKay advised that the intent 
was that it would be left up to the units to decide upon its own procedures 
for determining who its recommended representatives were going to be; and 
that while the size of a particular unit may make it impractical for this to be 


done through elections, whatever process was decided upon by the unit 
should be an open procedure. It was agreed that this interpretation be 
included in the Minutes. 


During continuing discussion, issues and concerns were raised and 
responded to with respect to the appraisal cycle schedule, 1.e., 5 years 
versus 7 years as noted in the initial policy document adopted by Senate last 
year; and the cost of the appraisal procedure, particularly in terms of faculty 
and administration time, and the possibility of course remissions for 
departmental members involved. Concern was also voiced vis-a-vis the 
credibility of the proposed procedures in relation to the fact that throughout 
the document there was provision for a strong role for the person to whom 
the appraised unit reported, both in terms of input into the appraisal process 
and carrying out the ensuing recommendations. 


It was argued that members should not lose sight of the fact that what was 
being proposed were it guidelines", and that if they were going to be treated 
as hard and fast rules, we would never reach a point where we had a set of 
procedures that would satisfy all of the conditions that existed throughout 
the various Faculties in the University; that these were guidelines that would 
"piggyback" the basic requirements that Senate adopted last year and which, 
in fact, represented that beyond which we could not go at the moment; that 
the original policy document included provision whereby Faculties, where 
necessary, could request modifications to the Procedural Guidelines to 
cover particular situations; and that in light of this, and considering the 
tremendous consultation that had occurred with respect to the development 
of the proposed Procedural Guidelines, they should be adopted and 
experienced for a while in order to enable the Academic Programmes 
Committee to undertake its role as the facilitator of the evolution of the 
procedures proposed in document US-92-4-D3 (Rev.). 


Again, in response to a comment concerning the length of the appraisal 
cycle, Dr. Kenniff advised that this had been defined as a 7-year cycle in the 
principles contained in the policy document adopted by Senate last year; that 
the Proposed Guidelines for Periodic Appraisal of Academic Units were 
intended to give a certain substance to those principles; and that the two 
documents must be read together. 


It was argued that specifics were important and should be taken into 
consideration prior to the adoption of the Procedural Guidelines, particularly 
with respect to the determination of the number of faculty members who 
would be involved in the review process which could result in considerable 
cost both in terms of time and work loads, etc.. In connection with this, 
Senate was advised that at its meeting of 22 May 1992, the Engineering and 
Computer Science Faculty Council had adopted a number of amendments to 
the revised document US-92-4-D3.which the Council felt would enhance 
the proposed Procedures. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ZIOGAS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HAMBLIN, THAT THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE 
PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR PERIODIC APPRAISAL OF 


ACADEMIC UNITS, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-92-6-D23, 
BE APPROVED AND INCORPORATED INTO DOCUMENT 
US-92-6-D21. 


Prof. MacKay expressed the feeling that it might be appropriate to deal with 
the proposed amendment item by item. 


With respect to this, Dr. Kenniff suggested that if any of the amendments 
proposed in document US-92-6-D23 were acceptable to the mover and 
seconder for incorporation into the main motion, the debate on the 
amendment then would bear upon only those points where there was a 
difference of opinion between the amendment and the main motion. 


In expressing concern with the approach which had been taken by the 
Faculty of Engineering vis-a-vis proposed amendments to the Procedural 
Guidelines, Dr. Sheinin advised that the particular guidelines had come 
forward to Senate and had been tabled for discussion and input from the 
various Faculties through APC, and that it was inappropriate for the Faculty 
of Engineering and Computer Science to do anything other than to submit 
their recommendations to APC; that there were substantial issues in the 
proposed amendments from the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council that were not in accord with decisions taken by APC relative to the 
Proposed Guidelines; and that she could not accept any of the 
recommendations in document US-92-6-D23 as amendments to the main 
motion. 


Concern was expressed that what may seem appropriate to the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science may or may not seem appropriate from 
the perspective of another Faculty. It was further stated that the whole idea 
when the matter was first debated last year was to allow flexibility without 
undermining the basic principles established in the policy document adopted 
by Senate on 24 May 1991; that one had no idea what the effect of the 
proposed amendments would be for other Faculties; that the mechanism that 
was established one year ago was the most feasible, i.e., that there were 
guidelines, that there was an understanding that there was flexibility, and 
that within the broad principles, and informed by the guidelines, Faculties 
would develop specifics in consultation with APC that would make sense 
for them beyond the specifics contained in document US-92-6-D21; that 
until the Procedural Guidelines had been experienced for a couple of years, 
Senate could debate the matter until next year and still not come to any 
conclusion vis-a-vis specifics; and that for the present time, what most was 
needed was to retain the required flexibility that was intended by the original 
policy document. 


It was explained that the intent of many of the items in the proposed 
amendment was to customize the process to the particular needs of the units 
being appraised; and it was argued that there was no justification to defer the 
amendment for two years, and especially not for the reasons given. 


However, it was also argued that there was one recommendation in the 
amendment that actually went against the credibility of the entire review 


92-6-36 


92-6-37 


process, i.e., the proposed recommendation to the effect that the external 
consultants would be chosen "from a list. supplied by the unit"; that this 
was an exclusionary statement which implied that external consultants, 
could only be recommended by the units; that this could be problematic; that 
the whole point of original guidelines was to ensure that in this case, the 
consultants, for example, could be chosen through discussions between the 
units and those responsible for the administration of the review; and that this 
was a substantive and unacceptable modification to the proposed Procedural 
Guidelines. 


During continuing discussion, potential problems with specific 
recommendations were identified vis-a-vis the Procedural Guidelines, 
particularly with respect to the undermining of the consultative process, the 
credibility of the system in terms of compromising the notion of objective or 
neutral reviews, and the fostering of a lack of consensus and confrontational 
possibilities. 


Dean Swamy explained the process by which the proposed amendments had 
been developed, including the initial debate on the Procedural Guidelines at 
the Faculty Council, referral to the departments, consultations with the 
Associate Vice-Rector, Academic, (Curriculum and Planning), final 
presentation to the Faculty Council and submission to the Senate. He also 
provided details with respect to the specific items contained in document 
US-92-6-D23, and the rationale for the proposed amendments. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED, (2 in 
favour; 12 opposed; 3 abstentions). 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Dr. Sheinin announced that Dr. Ching Y. Suen, Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science, was the recipient of a very prestigious award on 21 May 
1992 from the Information Technology Association of Canada (ITAC) and 
the Natural Science and Engineering Research Council (NSERC). She 
advised that the award was for innovation in information technology and 
transfer to industry; and that on behalf of all members present, she would 
extend congratulations and express best wishes to Dr. Suen for this 
achievement. 


Dr. Kenniff expressed thanks and appreciation to all members for their 
services to Senate over the past years, and particularly to those who would 
be retiring as of the end of this meeting for one reason or another, including 
graduating student members, faculty members who would be going on 
leave and especially to Dr. Jack Lightstone Whose term in office as 
Vice-Rector, Academic, (Research), was expiring, for his contribution to 
Senate in that capacity and as Chair of the Senate Research Committee; and 
he wished all those who would be returning in September 1992,a restful 
and productive summer. He also reminded members of the Steering 
Committee that they would remain members until their successors were 
elected in September. 


92-6-38 The Meeting was adjourned at 12:56 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


